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NOTE ON CRESCAS'S DEFINITION OF TIME 
By Harry Austryn Wolfson, Harvard University. 

In Or Adonai, I, ii, II, after refuting the Aristotelian 
definition of time reproduced in Maimonides' fifteenth 
Proposition, Crescas puts forward a new definition of his 
own. It reads as follows : Nine* nxi 11 pn jlMii Tun nth 
mny w \>s& nnuon in njronn nipmnn nw. The term 
nipmnn generally means 'continuity' and ' cohesion ', and 
is contrasted with nvnann or nipnann , which mean ' dis- 
creteness ' and ' disjunction ', as, e. g., in the expressions raa 
np3")D» and rmsnD n»3 corresponding to the Greek avyex^s 
and SuopKr/jLevov in Categories, IV. Taken in this sense, 
Crescas's definition of time would have to be translated as 
follows : ' . . . . the measure of the continuity of motion or 
of rest between any two instants'. To be sure, the ex- 
pression 'the measure of the continuity of motion or of 
rest ' is meaningless. But it could be explained with the 
help of a similar expression which occurs in Gersonides' 
discussion of Aristotle's definition of time (Milhamot, VI, 
i, 21). Among the several tentative interpretations of 
Aristotle's definition discussed by Gersonides, there is one 
which but for the absence of the expression c or of rest' 
is like that proposed here by Crescas. It reads somewhat 
as follows : Time is the measure of motion between two 
instants, ronjjn pas? no Kin nininn *w ns>x pint? lows? ok 
pa new njjunn *wd nvwa rw ojdn nn /ijronn ipiw *ie>n 
Dnn mnjjn. Now, previous to his statement of this defini- 
vol. x. i B 
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tion, Gersonides refers to the portion of time included 
between two instants as a ' continuous quantity ' bounded 
by instants. :nwson» D'Tis W b NVD" 1 nnjjnc 1N13D NW1 
nnxn pbm nbxm torn /mnon moan nbjn Kin ,-inNni . . . nnsn 
jojno. Accordingly, the expression 'the measure of the 
continuity of motion ' in Crescas's definition could be taken 
to mean ' the measure of the continuous quantity of motion ', 
the term njiunn nipmnn being equivalent to panrion moan 
DJJUrin b&. Crescas's definition of motion, therefore, with 
the exception of the expression ' or of rest ' would thus be 
identical with one of the tentative definitions discarded 
by Gersonides. It is somewhat in this sense, in fact, that 
the definition is taken by Eisler in his Vorlesungen ilber die 
judischen Philosophen des Mittelalters, 3, p. 144. ' Die 
Zeitdauer wird an der Ruhe oder an der Bewegung zwischen 
zwei Zeiten gemessen ; die Zeit ist also das Mass fur die 
continuirlichen Quantitaten, wie die Zahl fur nicht zusam- 
menhangende Quantitaten.' 

This interpretation of the definition, however, involves 
some difficulties. Were this its meaning, it is strange 
that Crescas should take no notice of the objections 
raised by Gersonides against this definition. Furthermore, 
if that were the meaning of Crescas's definition, he has 
failed to prove his main point, namely, the absolute separa- 
tion of time from motion. His addition of the terms 'or 
of rest' in the definition does not achieve that purpose, 
for rest is merely the negation of motion — an objection 
which, despite Crescas's attempt to explain it, is insisted 
upon, as we shall see, by one of his critics. 

It is therefore necessary that the term mpainn be 
rendered here not by 'continuity', but by 'continuance', 
or rather 'duration '. The definition thus translated assumes 
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an entirely new meaning, the significance of which I shall 
point out after a brief discussion of its origin. It can be 
shown that the term mpainn was known to Crescas to have 
the two meanings of ' cohesion ' and ' duration '. Thus in 
Or Adonai, I, i, 13, he suggests that the term paine in Mai- 
monides' thirteenth Proposition should be taken not in its 
ordinary sense of 'cohesion', but in the sense of 'eternal 
duration'. 1 vn» Ten ,p:nno nM mnms. Its corresponding 
Greek term ovveyeia likewise has these two meanings. 
Aristotle uses it in both of these meanings in one passage 
in the Physics, VIII, vii, § 3 (360 b, 20-21). In the Hebrew 
translations of the Physics, a-vvexm in this passage is in 
one case rendered by JTTOJ and in another case by np211D . 

The definition of time in terms of the duration of 
motion is not original with Crescas. It has a long history 
behind it. It was of common usage in post-Aristotelian 
philosophy among the Stoics and the Neoplatonists, the 
latter of whom tried to identify it with an ancient view of 
some of the Pythagoreans. Its traces are also found in 
the works of many Arabic and Hebrew authors with which 
Crescas was familiar. Crescas saw clear through the 
difference between the Aristotelian and the later definitions 
of time, and has utilized it here for his own purpose. It 
is due to the unoriginality of his definition, and to his 
reliance upon the general acquaintance of his contemporaries 
with the nature of that definition, that Crescas did not 
think it necessary to enter into an elaborate explanation 
of its meaning. 

1 This is the correct reading of the passage according to the Vienna, 
Parma, Munich, Oxford, and Vatican MSS. The Ferrara edition as well 
as the Paris and Jews' College MSS. read ^Sine nCK3 TWW IK 

Tim Ten panne. 

B 2 
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The clearest statement of the definition of time in terms 
of duration is found in Plotinus. In the Enneads, III, 7, 6, 
he says that among those who define time as a relation 
of motion, some identify it with Sid<rTt]/ia, i. e. the interval 
or extension of motion. What is meant by that Sido-Ty/ia 
he does not explain. The Latin translation, however, adds 
the gloss 'sive spatium, sive durationem'. This gloss is 
probably based upon the subsequent discussion of the term 
8id<rTr}[ia by Plotinus himself. In chapter 7 he raises the 
question what that Sidarrj/ia might mean, in answer to 
which he mentions roaovSe, i. e. quantity, and hence space 
and crvvkyeia, i. e. duration. 

Plotinus does not mention the name of the author of 
the un-Aristotelian definition of time. But we gather 
this information from Simplicius. In one place in his 
Commentary on the Categories, Simplicius informs us that 
it is Zeno who defines time as the Sida-rtjfia of motion 
(cf. Zeller, Stoics ,. Epicureans and Sceptics, ch. VIII, Eng. 
Tr., p. 197, note 2). In another place, in his Commentary 
on the Physics (cf. Simplicius, In Aristotelis Physicorum 
libros commentaria, ed. Diels, p. 786, 1. usqq. ; and 
Taylor's translation of the Physics, p. 544). Simplicius 
mentions the fact that Jamblichus in the first book of his 
Commentary on the Categories quotes Archytas to the effect 
that ' time ... is a certain number of motion, or the universal 
extension of the nature of the universe '. A little further in 
the same passage Simplicius mentions Damascius as the one 
who interpreted the term 'extension' used by Archytas 
to mean ' temporal extension ', or ' duration '. To quote 
Simplicius : ' Time is the universal extension of the nature 
of the universe, because it is not only the extension of 
motion, but also of rest. . . . And as he proceeds, he 
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renders it still clearer, that he does not define extension 
according to magnitude [i. e. space] but according to the 
duration of the ever'. Cf. op. cit., p. 787, 11. 33-4, and 
p. 788, 11. 18-20 KaOoXov 8e Sido-Trjfia rfjs rov navTbt 
^crecos, oti ov fiourjs tcivrjatms dXXa Kal ripe/uas • • • Kal 
7rpoe\6a>v en o-CMpivTcpov kiro(r}<rev, oti ov Kara fityeOos 
a>pio~e to Sido-Trjfia, dXXa /caret tt)v tov del o-vvzyeiav. 

Traces of this definition of time are to be found in the 
works of Arabic authors. In the Encyclopedia of the 
Brethren of Purity, we find the following statement : ' Time 
is also said to be the number (jj*) of the movements of the 
celestial sphere. Or, again, it is said to be a kind ot 
duration (sJ.*) which becomes numerically determined by 
the movement of the celestial sphere '. 

(Cf. Dieterici, Die Abhandlungen der Ichwdn Es-Safd, 
Arabic text, p. 35; German translation, pp. 14-15 of 
Book V of his series Die Philosophie der Araber, &c). Of 
these two definitions, it is clear, the first represents the 
Aristotelian, or rather the Platonic, view, the second the 
un- Aristotelian. 

The un-Aristotelian definition seems to be implied in 
Avicenna's discussion of time in his Al-Najat (Rome, 1593, 
pp. 30-31) and also in his Es-Sefd, as may be gathered 
from Horten's translation of the latter work (cf. Horten, 
Die Metaphysik Avicennas, IV, iii, ch. 4, § a). The term 
used by Avicenna in the sense of ' duration ' is JL»35II. 

Following Avicenna, Algazali reproduces a similar 
definition in his Makasid al-Falasifah, Metaphysics, IV. 
He says, ' Time is a term signifying the duration of motion, 
that is to say, the extension of motion '. 
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(From a copy of MS. Berl. Quet., No. 59 in the possession 
of Professor Henry Malter.) 

The terms ' duration ' and ' extension ' are differently 
rendered in the two Hebrew translations which I have 
consulted. In one (MS. Cambridge University Library, 
Mm. 8. 34), 'duration', i'X», is rendered by its Hebrew 
homophonous term mo, and ' extension ', *\xu\ , bynwann 
(nyunn niotyann b"i nimnn mob ton ptn »a). In the other 
(MS. t%£, Mm. 6. 30), s'X. is rendered by W and j1ja»I 
by •ju'Dn (njnann i^ono b"-\ njrunn nyo rre»bo i»rn »3). 

The same definition is also reproduced by Sharastani, 
evidently from the Al-Najat, in his summary of Avicenna's 
philosophy (Cureton's edition, p. 401). 'And so there is 
here a measure for motions, corresponding to them, and 
everything corresponding to motions is something having 
duration, which duration implies a continual renewal of 
itself. It is this that we call time.' 

. u'-aJ-N :u»~j t5J.H ja« jo-Vs? -0 JlaJ'iH ^LxiJ) 

The term used by Sharastani, which I have translated by 
' duration ', is JU^I , a word which, like the Hebrew mpxinn , 
used in Crescas's definition, is derived from a root meaning 
'to join', 'to cohere', and again, like the Hebrew nipcnnn, 
ordinarily means ' cohesion ' or ' continuity '. But in the 
light of Avicenna's definition of time which is reproduced 
by Algazali, and by analogy of the Greek avvkyzia. and the 
Hebrew rnpainn, I have taken this term here in the sense 
of ' duration '. Haarbriicker, who translated Sharastani 
into German, seems to have missed this peculiar meaning 
of the term and its significance in the definition of time. 
He consequently takes the term JU$I in its ordinary sense 
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of 'cohesion' (Zusammenhang), and thus attributes to 
Sharastani a definition of time as meaningless as would 
be that of Crescas, if we were to translate the term Dipainn 
in his definition by ' cohesion '. 

This un-Aristotelian definition of time occurs also in 
the works of the early Jewish philosophers. Saadia defines 
time as being 'nothing but the measure (or extension) of 
the duration of bodies ' (cf. Emunot, II, 11, y, U-"sl u^JI ,jlSj 
J~sJ$\ Ai> ijU, which in Judah Ibn Tibbon's Hebrew trans- 
lation reads DWJn avp DID DN "O WJ'K }Dtni). The essentially 
characteristic word in this definition is the term ' duration ', 
for in another place in his work Saadia uses only that term 
in his definition of time. (Cf. Emunot, I, 4, ' Its essence, 
truly defined, is the duration of these existent objects, &c.' 
. . . uyb^y\.\ I'sa, Hiu KiLiia. Ljlj. In this case Judah Ibn 
Tibbon translates the term 4k by DIINBTi and not by DVp. 
. . . r\Wr\ niKXojn nrmm innoN bixt). Now this definition 
of time is evidently not Aristotelian, as has already been 
pointed out by Guttmann (cf. Die Religionsphilosophie des 
Saadia, p. 80), for it lacks the most characteristic expression 
used in Aristotle's definition of time, namely, its being the 
number or measure of motion. But Guttmann, as we shall 
see, is wide of the mark in identifying Saadia's definition 
as Platonic. He has been led into this error by a super- 
ficial reading of a certain passage of Zeller, which he 
mistook to be an exact reproduction of Plato's definition 
of time and in which the term ' Dauer ' would seem to 
be the most characteristic feature. (Cf. Zeller, Phil. d. Gr., 
2, 1, p. 531, ' Aus diesen Bewegungen der Himmelskorper 
entspringt die Zeit, welche nichts anderes ist, als die Dauer 
Hirer U midlife '.) Plato, however, has never given a clean- 
cut definition of time in which the term ' duration ', Sido-TTj/ia 
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or avv^x eia > forms the most important part. It is only 
from his discussion in the Timaeus (37-9) and from the 
doubtful reference to it in the Physics (IV, x, § 7) that 
we may gather some idea of Plato's conception of time, and 
from both these sources it appears that the most character- 
istic feature of his conception of time is its connexion with 
the movements of the celestial spheres. As to the nature 
of this connexion, however, it is a matter of controversy 
among the Greek commentators whether Plato, like Aris- 
totle, considered time to be the measure of the motion of 
the spheres, or, unlike him, he identified it with the motion 
itself. (Cf. Simplicius, op. cit., pp. 700-4, and Taylor's 
translation of the Physics, pp. 242-5, n. 4.) It is therefore 
more reasonable to assume that Saadia follows that un- 
Aristotelian definition of time which, as we have seen, is 
characterized by the use of the term ' duration '. 

Saadia's definition seems to have been adopted verbally 
by Abraham bar Hiyya. He defines time as DN \3 "WWI 
niNMMn moyo [jitbk »"33}tvdn (cf. Hegyon ha-Nefesh, 
p. 2a, Leipzig, i860). By changing the dubious reading 
of [riT»N •''aajrrVDK to mo we have a literal Hebrew trans- 
lation of Saadia's definition of time, in which the term *lfc 
is rendered by 'T?DJ>. Thus Abraham bar Hiyya's definition 
of time cannot be either Aristotelian or Platonic, contrary 
to a statement of Husik, according to whom time is defined 
by Abraham bar Hiyya as the measure of motion (cf. 
A History of Mediaeval Jewish Philosophy, p. 115), 

We have thus seen that the essential part in the un- 
Aristotelian definition of time is the term ' extension ', in 
the sense of temporal extension, or 'duration'. In Greek 
the words used are Sidartjfia and <rvvixeia. In Arabic for 
temporal ' extension ' Algazali uses .»bs»1, which is translated 
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into Hebrew by nmcann and "\W>n. For 'duration' we 
have .the following terms: (1) «l», used by Saadia, and 
translated into Hebrew by DVp and nnxcn (Judah Ibn 
Tibbon) or by mey (Abraham bar Hiyya). (2) «1» , used 
in the Encyclopedia of the Brethren of Purity and by 
Algazali, and rendered into Hebrew by rnD and rip. (3) 
JLJill, used by Sharastani and Avicenna, which is the 
exact equivalent of the Greek crvvi\eia. The Hebrew 
for this is ropainn, and it is this term which is used 
here by Crescas. In all these definitions of time, as 
we have seen, the term ' duration ' is used either together 
with the term ' motion ' (Plotinus, Arabic authors), or 
without it (Archytas, Saadia, Abraham bar Hiyya). The 
term ' motion ', therefore, is not an essential part of this 
un-Aristotelian definition. If it is used at all, it is used 
for some other reason, and not necessarily to the exclusion 
of 'rest 5 , as will be presently explained. Thus Crescas 
significantly says in his definition of time that it is the 
measure of the duration of motion or of rest (cf. Simplicius's 
citation from Damascius quoted above). 

Let us now see what the significance of this un- 
Aristotelian definition is, and how it differs from the 
Aristotelian definition. 

To begin with, these two definitions imply two funda- 
mentally different conceptions with regard to the problem 
of the reality of time. Aristotle himself, as is well known, 
raised the question as to the reality of time. His own 
view on this point amounts to a compromise. Time is 
partly real and partly ideal. In so far as it is conceived 
only in connexion with motion it is real, for motion implies 
the existence of a moving object and a space medium. 
But in so far as time is not identical with motion, it being 
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only the measure or number of motion, it is conceptual, 
for the act of measuring or numbering is mental (cf. Physics, 
IV, xv). The implication of the un-Aristotelian defini- 
tion, on the other hand, is that time is purely ideal. We 
thus find that Crescas, after having stated this definition 
of time, derives from it the logical conclusion, as follows : 
1 Consequently it may be inferred that the existence of 
time is only in the soul' K>sn ptn m&XQ rwi nxT» n&i. 
According to this view time is absolutely independent of 
motion, magnitude, and space. It could have been con- 
ceived by the mind even had there been no external world 
in existence. We thus again find Crescas contending, as 
a consequence of his definition of time, that the statement 
of R. Judah bar R. Simon that the order of time had 
existed previous to creation (Bereshit Rabba, ch. Ill) should 
be taken in its literal sense, na mw 'l *1DKD nOMV nfri 
\J? DTip ayct tid rrw iobn Nim yywta pcD »an (cf. Morek, 
II, xxx). 

But time, in its purely ideal nature, when conceived 
absolutely apart from motion, is indeterminate and im- 
measurable. It is an unqualified limitless duration. It 
does not become a subject of measurement unless it is 
conceived in connexion with an external moving object. 
For the existence of an object in motion implies three 
things : (i) a corporeal magnitude, which is the subject of 
motion; {%) space, which is the medium of motion and 
within which one may distinguish the different distances 
traversed by the subject ; (3) the process of motion itself, 
which is subject to a variation of velocity. And thus 
when there is an object in motion we are able to obtain 
a definite portion of time by dividing the distance by 
the velocity. This does not mean that motion will give 
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rise to time ; it only means that through motion we are 
enabled to get a part of definite time out of the indefinite 
duration which has an independent conceptual existence 
of its own. Time appears to us in its definite proportions 
only in the ratio of distance and velocity (cf. Sharastani 
and Algazali, op. cit. ; and Altabrizi's commentary on 
Maimonides' Twenty-five Propositions, Prop. XV). Hence 
Crescas's definition that time is the measure of the duration 
of motion or rest between two instants. 

This difference between the two definitions may be 
further stated in the terms of the mediaeval scholastic 
discussion whether time was materially or only formally 
different from motion (cf. Suarez, Metaphysicarum Dispu- 
tationum, ed. 1614, part II, p. 472b 'An tempus in re 
distinguatur a motu ' ; cf. also Annotationes to Duns Scotus's 
Qnaestiones in Libros Physicorum Aristotelis, QuaestioXV, 
ed. Vives, p. 125. According to Aristotle's definition time 
is only formally different from motion ; materially they 
are both identical. Or, to put it in the language of 
Simplicius and Averroes, time and motion are according 
to Aristotle the same in subject (inroKujxiva — NCtO) but 
different in definition (\6ya>= ncxca). Cf. Simplicius, op. cit. 
IV, II, p. 712, 11. 18-19 «AXA kolv r£ bTroKiifiivcp Tdvra ff, 
r5 \6yq> Sicupepei. Just as five things are in their subject 
wood, but they are five according to number, so are time and 
motion. Their common subject is the moving object. 
When we view this object with reference to its motion 
between co-subsistent prior and posterior points in space we 
get pure motion. But when we view it with reference to 
successive prior and posterior points which are not in 
space, we get time. According to the definition adopted 
by Crescas, on the other hand, time and motion are 
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materially different. In order to exist, time, unlike motion, 
does not imply the existence of an object in space. Its 
existence is purely conceptual. In order to be measured, 
however, this requires the existence of an object moving 
in space; for definite time is obtained by the division of 
distance by velocity. 

That these two definitions revolve, as I have been 
trying to show, about the problem of the reality of time, 
is clearly brought out in two passages of Algazali and 
Averroes. As we have already seen, Algazali defines 
time in terms of ' duration '. Averroes, of course, follows 
Aristotle. Now, in his Hapalat ha-Pilusiiphim, I, Algazali 
makes the following statement : ' Passing by itself is time ; 
passing on account of something else is motion, for motion 
passes by virtue of the passing of time.' Kin iniDXjn -Diyn 
join num *i«j?n K»n •o ^njnann son irtan naiym jotn. To 
this Averroes replies in his Hapalat ha-Hapalafi, I, as 
follows: 'What he says is true enough, and, indeed, it 
proves the truth of what we have said about the nature 
of time. Certain it is, however, that the ' before ' and the 
'after' of time include at once their respective parts of 
motion as well as their respective parts of duration, not 
merely their respective parts of duration. This is in 
opposition to Algazali ' (quoted in Narboni's Commentary 
on Algazali's Kawanot, Metaphysics, IV, (MS. Paris, Bibl. 
Nationale, Cod. Heb. 901) : 

n»sa nn /cxm "wod wzw nt ^ ,r£snn n^sna ien ja noto 
)V?y jiotn p inancm miprt djcni .vwitae> to nncN by yvo 
nn ,~d? iwm ipbn t6 /irp itrionn <pi>n ny njrunn *pbn noxa 

The point at issue between Algazali and Averroes is 
clear. To the former, time is abstract duration, materially 
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differing from motion. Hence it is ideal. To the latter, 
time is materially identical with motion. It is therefore 
in so far real. In another passage, quoted by Narboni in 
his Commentary on the Moreh, Part II, Proposition XV, 
Averroes makes his point still clearer. He says that while 
time must always involve motion, pure duration, conceived 
without motion may be termed ' eternity ' : 
nwaoi» iwsd *|t5>ono rtsha prn :w!> nr ,*icn p *ioni 
*im xin /nam /lyunn as? xi>K pin tw xb pbi /rtvjrunen 
noN' 1 ph ^lyyuno Tibn mnvo:n m^vo *|tj>ono rwta pnya 
•jponn sen: rwro *reo nipi> join 13 djdn nwi ,jdd djw i^xa 
sin '3 ;roB>»m ^np^j nw tvd /ijmnn ^331 ,nyunn nw 
rvwunon niKVo*n W> W>i3n ^iwin yyunoa new nyunn *iE>on 
hi-uki? mso- n^ntPD ura« *3 /ppoa span 'uaa ,13 nuwoi 
Kim pcaio nitoxD icon ru*rn *ivo rnpS> mam .rowo ro&oxoa 

IPO'I TEH D't«tt3* Outruns? p3D J'K 'O ,fOT finDN &6 ,|OT 1110*1 

•jet)* prn icn nyunn ojnoo j»k -a ,pn *ixirv t6 *|k ^nitreo 
dniK'SD *is?k own onvra Nin pw ins ^rotosE pn pai ,n^> 
d3. 'Said Averroes, and we quote him verbatim: "Time 
is an appellative term for the duration of the existence of 
such objects as have motion. Consequently time cannot 
be conceived but in connexion with motion. Eternity — 
dahr in Arabic — is an appellation for the duration of things 
that are immovable. Hence immovable beings are said 
to have no existence in time." By this he means to say 
that time is to be taken with reference to the subject of 
duration, which is motion, and that it must be implicated 
in that motion, with reference to which it is taken, and the 
duration thereof — for time is the duration of the motion 
of the first movable [sphere] which comprehends all other 
objects and through which all those objects are moved and 
changed in the same manner as an object enclosed within 
another object is said to change through the change of 
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the object enclosing, for we do all change because we exist 
within something changing. Eternity, however, is to be 
taken with reference to abstract duration. It has the 
semblance of time, but is not real time. Thus while there 
can be no doubt that the immaterial intelligences continue 
for ever and have duration, they cannot have the predication 
of time, inasmuch as their nature precludes motion with 
which time must be related. Their existence therefore 
is not in time, since to be in time means to partake in the 
motion of the heavens in which things have their existence.' 
(Cf. also De Boer, Die Widerspriiche der Philosophie nach 
al-Gazzali, pp. 23-5.) 

The same contrast between the Aristotelian and un- 
Aristotelian definition of time is again brought out by 
Narboni in his Commentary on the Kawanot, Metaphysics, 
IV, where he compares Avicenna's and Algazali's views 
with that of Averroes : 

DlpD IDDnX TICK ")E>K "iSDDn mpb t6 tWD pNl IDKrTDN DiCN 

.jitwin nvbvh "ik>n iwcn ybn ibdd bzx jnyvnn "f&n naDD 
,13 man wsn ••bo wd ,b"-\ /pin v~\w nwonn vrm> -iok nri>i 
nxD b""\ ,1132 y-i /ibnd3 nyunn shod jotn yao b~anb mi 
ffibra nn . 13 DJ3T n^ bx ,)b i^oj xin ax p"a ngwd lai^n 
n'Dvn njjunn m^vo r»De>anni i&*cn '3 ,rmo nen p 'o . ncri p 
,}B? rrW>3 xi> prn mis nw aierp xin *a pi ,|ein nn»K Nirt 
. . . nyunn tij?e> sin uncut? ids prn ,ntn pc *ai> 13 nn 

'Algazali and Avicenna, however, do not take the term 
" number " used by Aristotle in the sense of the number of 
the parts of motion, but as the number of duration which 
is of the nature of a primary entelechy. He thus says that 
the essence of duration is the essence of time, that is to 
say, they have a generic identity without implying a common 



CRESCAS S DEFINITION OF TIME — WOLFSON 15 

subject [i.e. motion]; and this follows as a consequence 
from the view that the nature of time differs from that of 
motion in expression, i. e. in definition, as well as in subject. 
Though motion bears some relation to time, it is not part 
of it. This is in contradistinction to Averroes's view. For 
while Averroes admits that the duration and extension of 
the diurnal motion [of the sphere] is the essence of time, 
he considers that to be only the form of time but not the 
whole of it [i. e. they are related in form, not in substance]. 
According to Averroes, as we have pointed out, time is 
the measure of motion, &c.' 

In adopting this un-Aristotelian definition of time 
Crescas has therefore attained his main purpose, namely, 
the absolute separation of time from motion. The main 
characteristic of this definition, as has been shown, is the 
identification of time with pure duration. Motion conies 
in only as a means of measuring off a definite part of time, 
and for this rest may do as well as motion. The full signifi- 
cance of this definition has not always been fully under- 
stood. Isaac Ibn Shem-tob (fifteenth century), who like his 
nephew Shem-tob ben Joseph Ibn Shem-tob, the well-known 
commentator on the Moreh, makes several disparaging 
remarks about Crescas in his super commentaryon Averroes's 
Intermediate Physics, missed the main point of this defini- 
tion. Taking Crescas's definition to differ from that of 
Aristotle only in the addition of the term ' rest ', he argues 
as follows: Since rest is only the negation of motion, by 
defining time in terms of rest, it still logically implies the 
existence of motion. Isaac Ibn Shem-tob does not ex- 
plicitly mention the name of Crescas in this particular 
instance. He refers to him only as a ' certain scholar from 
among the philosophers'. It is clear, however, that he 
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refers there to Crescas, whom he names and criticizes in 
other parts of the same work : 
van pisa -win Di^BiBDnKty "inKB> "vxrw psw pQDKb ts* iw 
by) m noi> ,rb mm nyuni' nwo nnuo^ "WD joint? nr "inx 

ncwi nnuom njunn naoo iBDns ma ->bk n^> nt no 

nvdj uw 135JB> pBDn mnro mx3 -use' /Van peon mnro 
nwi .... myn wn nnuoi pap Kin pr" . . .] nnwoa jer nriDN 

nnxi ["nxbj nan to mj>soN3 "nynb "wo ?:pn -nyn 3"x 

n33E» 103 prn na nnwen npW »ixi rrw -idnjb> x^n p rw 

Import nn nnpinn j5 "ins oan 3c?n 
The discussion of time in Arabic and Jewish philosophic 
literature, as here outlined, may prove to be of some 
historical significance. In it we already find all the prob- 
lems about the nature of time that are discussed at length 
by the later Scholastics — the problem as to the definition 
of time, whether it should be in terms of motion or in 
terms of pure succession, as to its reality, and as to the 
nature of its distinction from motion. We have seen how 
all these problems are interdependent. It is interesting 
to note that the Scholastics have not always seen this 
interdependence of the problems. Furthermore, Crescas's 
definition of time and its historical background may throw 
light upon Spinoza's discussion of the same problem. 
Spinoza, as is well known, distinguishes between time and 

2 From an unpublished work in the Cambridge University Library, 
Mm. 6. 35. This work I have found to be identical with the anonymous 
commentary on Averroes's Intermediate Physics in Munich, Cod. Heb. 45. 
Steinschneider ascribed the latter work to Isaac Albalag (Uebersetsungen, 
§ 49), which can be disproved independently by internal evidence. In 
connexion with Isaac Ibn Shem-tob I may also state that I have proofs 
which conclusively show that he is the author of the three commentaries 
on the Physics found in Trinity College, Cambridge, R. 8. 19, which are 
described by both Schiller-Szinessy and Steinschneider as anonymous (cf. 
Uebersetsungen, § 5a c). 
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' duration '. Duration is indefinite time. Time is only one 
of the ' modes of thinking, or rather of imagining ' (cogitandi, 
seu potius imaginandi, modos), to measure off a definite 
portion of time (cf. Epistola, XII, olim XXIX). Without 
misprizing the originality of Spinoza's conception of time 
and eternity as a whole, it can be shown that he is freely 
operating with terms and ideas of long standing in the 
Jewish philosophic literature. To students of Bergson, too, 
it may perhaps be of some interest to compare his distinc- 
tion between 'pure duration' and 'mixed time' with the 
implications of the two contrasting definitions of time which 
we have discussed. 
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